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APPEAL BRIEF 

I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

David A. Loewenstein 

II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

None. 

III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claim 1 was rejected on the ground of anticipation in view of Silliman, Jr. 
Claim 2 was rejected as obvious in view of the combination of Silliman, Jr. 

and Hoyt. 

Claims 3-5 were rejected as obvious in view of the combination of Silliman, 
Jr. Hoyt and Stanton 

Claim 13 was rejected as obvious in view of Silliman, Jr. 

Claim 18 was rejected as obvious over Silliman, Jr. and Moody. 

Claim 19 was rejected "as being method [sic] that is well known in the art." 



Claim 20 was rejected "as being well known in the art." 
Claim 21 was rejected "as being a mere issue of intended use." 
Claim 22-24 was rejected as obvious in view of SilUiman, Jr., Hoyt and 

Moody. 

Claim 25 was rejected "as being well known in the art." 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Claim amendments were made after final rejection and were entered by the 
Examiner. The status of the claims is set forth in the attached Appendix. 

V. SUMMARY OF INVENTION 

This invention is an entirely new type of playing cards and games that use 
them that have particular (although not exclusive) apphcation to video poker, either in a 
casino setting or on a personal computer. In the 500+ year history of playing cards, all 
cards have had common features; the card suit (hearts, diamonds, etc) and card value 
(King, Queen Jack, etc.) were presented together on one side and the other side had a non- 
descriptive back. One such ancient conventional deck of cards can be seen at 

www.met museum.org/collections/view1 ■asD?det->=7 &fii11=1 &item=l 983%2E5 1 5%2E 1 %2 
D52. 

The invention here splits the suit and the card value so that when the card is 
first dealt it displays only the suit - and not the card value. (See Figure 1). After the 
player selects the card, it changes its appearance and displays both the suit and the card 
value and resembles a conventional card. (See Figure 1). Because the cards claimed in the 
application have no card backs, they cannot be dealt "face down" like conventional cards. 
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These new cards always have some information (e.g., the card's suit) displayed to the 
player. 

The claimed cards provide players with additional information (i.e., the 
cards suit) that they otherwise would not have with conventional cards because they would 
be dealt face down. This innovation makes games more interesting, and would seem to 
make the game easier for the player to win. However, the games are subtlety more 
complex and challenging than it first appears. 

No card in the prior art has these innovative features, or anything close. 

hi addition to the innovative cards, Applicant has claimed methods to play a 
number of card games using them. Several method claims cover games where the cards 
are deaU in a diamond pattern with five cards on a side, three interior card and two 
common comer cards. Similar games, using conventional cards, are the subject of 
Applicant's co-pending applications (10/015,314 and 10/21 1,063) and have a unique 
combination of other features, such as: 

permitting the player to exchange cards to improve his hand, which 
provides the player with additional control over his hands and improves his chances for 
winning; 

having common or shared cards between hands, which makes for 
interesting and complex strategic decisions; 

showing the player more cards than in typical draw poker, giving the 
player more information for his decision; and 

the abihty to play multiple hands with a minimum of dealt cards, 
which increases the difficultly to the player because although he is playing four, five-card 
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hands (which ordinarily would require 20 cards), these games use only 16 cards. 



VL ISSUES 

A. Did the prior art disclose cards that when first dealt display only the card's 

suit ? 

B. Did Silliman Jr. ("Sillimna") or Stanton disclose cards that split the card 
suit and the card value so that when the cards were first dealt they displayed only the 
cards' suit? 

C. Did the combination of the prior art disclose or suggest the claimed 
inventions so that the claimed inventions can be said to have been obvious? 



VIL GROUPING CLAIMS 

Claims 1 and 2 relate to the novel cards themselves. 

The remaining claims relates to methods to play various games using the 

novel cards: 

Claims 3-4 and 22-25 relate to a game where the cards are dealt in a 
diamond pattem; 

Claims 5, 18 - 21 relates to a method to playing video poker in 
general using the novel cards; 

Claim 1 3 relates to playing poker or blackjack using the novel cards 
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ARGUMENT 
THE INVENTIONS WERE NOT ANTICIPATED 



It goes without saying that a claimed invention was not anticipated unless 
each claim element existed in the prior art exactly as in the pending claim. Moba v. 
Diamond Automation. 325 F.3d 1306, 1321 (Fed. Cir. 2003) ("Anticipation under 35 
U.S.C. § 102 requires that a single prior art reference disclose each and every limitation of 
the claimed invention."); In re King. 801 F.2d 1324, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 1986)("It is axiomatic 
that anticipation of a claim under § 102 can be found only if the prior art reference 
discloses every element of the claim . . . "); RCA Corp. v. Applied Digital Data Svs.. 730 
F.2d 1440, 1444 (Fed. Cir. 1984)("Anticipation is established only when a single prior art 
reference discloses, expressly or under principles of inherency, each and every element of 
a claimed invention."). 

Here, the prior art imquestionably does not have a key limitation contained 
in ail the claims - displaying only the suit of the card when the card is first dealt. 



CLAIM 1 WAS NOT ANTICIPATED 
Claim 1 states (emphasis added): 

"A method to play cards, where each card has a suit and a card value, when each 
card is dealt it displavs the suit but not the card value, and when a player selects a 
card both the suit and card value are displayed." 
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The following illustration shows how cards in the present invention look 
when they are first dealt. This corresponds to application Figure 1. 



4b 



♦ 




10 



20 



30 



40 



50 



It is important to recognize that the cards shown above, and claimed in all 
the pending claims, do not display the card value (i.e.. Ace, King, Queen, 10, etc.). This 
critical distinction alone suffices to distinguish the claimed inventions from the prior art. 
There is absolutely no prior art that separates the card suit and the card value, and displays 
the cards suit separately. 

The Examiner's advisory action concluded: "[Sillimam's] cards teach a 
value on one side and the suit and value on the other." Silliman never displays only the 
card suit. That alone distinguishes Silliman from the claimed inventions, and prevents 
Silliman from anticipating the claimed invention. This can easily be seen in Figures 1 to 6 
of Silliman that show the fronts and backs of his cards. None of those Figures shows the 
suit alone as claimed in Claim 1 and as shown in Applicant's Figure 1. 

The Examiner has misunderstood the claimed invention. Silliman is 
altogether different from the inventions at issue. Silliman discloses conventional playing 
cards (i.e., cards that have the suit and value together on one side and a non-descriptive 
card back). The only difference between Silliman and conventional cards is that in 
Silliman the card backs have the numbers 1 to 4. 
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The numbers on Silliman's card backs do not correspond in any way to the 
suits of the cards, or to the card value. To the extent the Examiner confuses SiUiman 
numbers 1 to 4 with the Applicant's "card values ", the discussion below explains why 
equating the two is incorrect. 

Silliman's numbers, 1, 2, 3 and 4, correspond to card hands ~ and are not 
card values as Applicant has claimed. The numbers on Silliman's card backs are to 
enable bridge players, for example, to duplicate each of the four player's hand so that the 
identical hands can be easily given to four new players so that the new players can replay 
the same hands. The cards can be easily re-dealt by just looking at the number on the card 
backs. Claim 1 of SiUiman explains the reason for this is to permit players to "regroup [the 
cards] into several hands after being played and mingled together." After the first game 
was played and the cards were all mixed together, a dealer could redistribute the cards to 
another four players simply by looking at the numbers on the cards backs. SiUiman would 
allow four players to play a card game, and four other players to play the identical four 
hands in a subsequent game to match their skill against the first four players. SiUiman 
fijrther explains (col. 1, lines 45-49): "The 13 cards of each [of the four] hand[s] are then 
numbered on the backs from 1 to 4 respectively as in Figs. 1 and 2, so that there shall be 13 
cards bearing each number 1 to 4, inclusive." 

If, as Examiner concluded, Silliman's cards had the card value on the back, 
then the numbering would run from 1 to 13 corresponding to the 13 values of conventional 
playing cards and not 1 to 4. 

The intention of SiUiman is to allow multiple groups of four players to start 
with identical card hands, to remove luck from the outcome of the games and to focus on 
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the players' skill. This enables players in a tournament to compete on equal footing 
because players start with the same hands. 

In a tournament, any number of players could be give the cards identified 
with the number one on the card backs. The player who had the best result with the cards 
bearing the number one would be declared the winner of the tournament. 

Silliman quite obviously has nothing whatsoever in common with the 
claimed invention. Silliman does not disclose or suggest in anyway cards that display onlv 
the suit when first dealt . And, nothing in Silliman suggests that the appearance of the 
cards changes after the player selects the cards as in Applicant's claimed invention. 

Silliman did not anticipate the claimed invention, and it does not suggest 
anything that could render the invention obvious. 



CLAIM 2 WAS NOT OBVIOUS 
Claim 2 states: 

"A deck of playing cards, or an electronic representation of playing cards where 
some of the cards have the suit on one side but not the card value and both the suit 
and card value on the other, and the remaining cards are conventional cards that 
display both the suit and card value on the same side of the card and display neither 
the suit nor card value on the other side." 
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Because the Examiner misinterpreted Claim 1, she has also misinterpreted 
Claim 2. This led to the erroneous conclusion that Silliman disclosed limitations of Claim 
2. 

Claim 2 covers a deck of cards in which some of the cards use the novel 
design. It is intended to prevent unscrupulous copyists from putting a few conventional 
cards in a deck and trying to argue that the deck does not infringe. 

Claim 2, like Claim 1, in relevant part states: "some of the cards have the 
suit on one side but not t he card value and both the suit and card value on the other." As 
explained above, Silliman does not have cards that have the suit on one side without the 
card value. 

Moreover, unlike Silliman, Claim 2 allows for only part of a deck of cards 
to have the suit only on one side. Silliman only describes an entire deck of numbered 
cards, regardless of the meaning of the numbers. Having a deck only partially marked 
would not allow Silliman to accomplish his goal for dealing the entire deck to four players 
repetitively with the same hands. 

Hovt Did Not Antiri pate or Render the Invention Obvious 
Hoyt does not add anything. Hoyt does not disclose cards where the suit 

alone is displayed first and then both the suit and card value are displayed. 

Hoyt discloses several unrelated things. One is a "Tic-Tac-Toe" card game 

using conventional cards where the cards are dealt in a 3 x 3 matrix. This configuration 

could be used to play blackjack or poker, but has nothing to do with Applicant's invention. 

Although the Examiner is correct that Hoyt describes a poker game, he does so in the 
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context of conventional cards. 

Hoyt's other embodiments use cards that have numerical values only ~ and 
no suits. In the embodiment of Figure 2, Hoyt has 60 cards divided into six groups made 
up of 10 cards each. (See page 3, paragraph "[0037]"). 

Hoyt states: 

"These cards do not necessarily need a suit indication (Club, Spade, Diamond or 
Heart) as found on cards from a standard playing deck of cards." (See page 3 
paragraph "[0037]"). 

Claim 3, which covers this embodiment, shows Hoyt's cards have 

conventional backs, which Applicant's cards do not have: 

"3. A deck of playing cards comprising a multiple number of playing cards, each 
card having a front side of the card and a back side of the card, said back side either 
containing a design or not containing a design, such that each of the multiple 
number of cards contains a back side which is similar to each of the other multiple 
number of cards, such that said multiple number of cards cannot be distinguished 
from the others bv observing the back side of the card, said front side of each of 
said multiple number of playing cards contains an indication of quantity, said 
indication of quantity being between one and ten. 

Plainly, Hoyt's cards are not the same or remotely similar to Applicant's 

novel deck. 

Hoyt's card in Figure 3 is modeled after the number on a roulette wheel. 
(See paragraph "[0040]"). Cards are numbered from 1 to 36 with "0" or "00". "These 
cards contain information similar to the information found on a roulette wheel." (See 
Paragraph "[0040]"). Again, this has nothing in common with the claimed invention. 

Claim 5, which covers this embodiment, again, makes it plain that Hoyt's 
cards have conventional card backs: 

"5. A deck of playing cards comprising a multiple number of playing cards, each 
card having a front side of the card and a back side of the card, said back side either 
containing a de sign or not containing a design, such that each of the muhiple 
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number of cards contains a back side which is similar to each of the other multiple 
number of cards, such that said multiple number of cards cannot be distinguished 
from the others by observing the back side of the card , said front side of each of 
said multiple number of playing cards contains a number, an indication of color, an 
indication of odd or even, and an indication of group. 

Both the claims and specification demonstrate that Hoyt's cards do not resemble 

Applicant's cards and do not suggest the method or games Applicant has claimed. 

Combining the two (assuming arguendo that a motivation to combine existed^) would not 

yield the claimed invention - a critical limitation is missing from both references that 

cannot be derived from any other the prior art. Therefore, the combination of these two 

references cannot support the conclusion that the claimed invention would have been 

obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rovka . 490 F.2d 981, 985 (CCPA 

1974)(Rich J.)(A11 claim limitations must be in the prior art); see also MPEP § 2143.03 

("All Claim Limitations Must Be Taught or Suggested"). 



CLAIMS 3-5 and 25 WERE NOT OB VIOUS 
The Examiner stated: 

"[Silliman's] cards teach a value on one side and a suit on the other, but fail to 
explicitly teach his cards are dealt in the diamond shape. 

Stanton discloses Improvements in and relating to Playing cards. Stanton teaches 
cards with indicia arranged into four suits on one side and values on the other side 
(page 1, lines 14-24, figures 1-4). 



An invention was not obvious unless there was some "teaching, suggestion or 
motivation" in the prior art to combine references. Heidelbereer Druckmaschinen AG v. 
Hantscho Commercial Prods.. 21 F.3d 1068, 1072 (Fed. Cir. 1994) ("'[T]he prior art must 
provide a suggestion or motivation to make such a combination.'"); Crown Operations 
Memational Ltd. v. Solutia. Inc. 289 F.3d 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2002). Moreover, the 
"motivation to combine must be clear and particular, and it must be supported by actual 
evidence," Teleflex, Inc. v. Ficosa North America Corp. . 299 F:^ H nn 1334 (Fed Cir 
2002). 
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In the November 28, 2003 Office Action, the Examiner also concluded: 

"It would be obvious in view of Stanton to arrange the cards to add excitement to 
the game played by the players." 

Silliman 

As explained above, Silliman does not disclose a card value separated from 
the card suit. In Silliman, both the card value and the suit are on the same side of the 
cards, and are always displayed together. 



Stanton 

Stanton, like Silliman, discloses a deck of cards that has marked card backs 
to allow the same four hands of cards to be dealt repetitively without the dealer seeing the 
face of the cards. Stanton explains that the backs of the cards are marked so "that they 
may be readily and accurately dealt or separated into hands, or sets, without the dealer 
seeing the face of any card." (Page 2 lines 17-19). 

Stanton, like Silliman, does not disclose cards that display the suit alone 
when first dealt. 

Stanton's idea, like Silliman's, is to have four players begin the game with 

the identical hands; he explains that his cards have their backs marked so that "each player 

will commence on an equal basis or with an equal hand and the game will then become a 

game of skill instead of a game of chance as heretofore." (Page 1 line 26-28). On page 2 of 

Stanton (The Complete Specification), he further explains his cards are intended to 

overcome a certain problem with conventional cards (lines 10 to 15): 

"Under the present system the cards are shuffled and dealt indiscriminately and 
almost invariably the holder of the cards of the highest value succeeds in winning 
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irrespective of skill or ability. 

According to this invention I arrange the complete pack of cards i.e., the four suits, 
into four groups or sets of 1 3 . 

Each group or set having cards of equal value made up of different suits . . ." 
Stanton further states: 

"the main object of the invention being to provide a pack or set of cards which can 
be deah so that each player at the commencement of a hand or game will hold cards 
which are equal in value to the cards held by the other and respective players." 
(Page 1, lines 4-7). 

In the November 28, 2003 Office Action, the Examiner has cited lines 14- 

24 and Figures 1 to 4 of Stanton. For clarity, Applicant has reproduced those lines below 

because they do not have any bearing whatsoever on Applicant's invention: 

"According to this invention, I arrange the complete set of cards i.e.. the four suits, 
into four sets each set having cards of equal value, and so mark, print, brand, 
denote or otherwise distinguish the four sets that, in dealing, each player will 
receive one of the sets of the cards. The distinguishing of the cards may be 
variously modified as desired, it may be done by printing the backs of the cards in 
different colours, by applying distinguishable advertisements, or by printing 
different designs, one on each set. hi arranging say, an ordinary set or pack of 
playing cards each distinctive set will consist of the following cards, viz: Ace, ten 
six, and two (deuce) of one suit; king nine, and five of another suit; queen, eight 
and four of another suit, and knave [jack], seven and three of the last suit." 

The Figure in Stanton shows the card backs but does not show the suit or 
the card value. This means without question Stanton does not disclose cards that have the 
suit on one side and the suit and card value on the other side. Stanton merely has a mark 
on an otherwise non-descriptive back that permits cards to be grouped together easily. 

Stanton's cards were to be used in a game called whist, a game similar to 
bridge, where four players compete as two-sets of partners. Stanton observed that the 
winner of the game typically was the person who was dealt the best cards - not necessarily 
the best player. His solution was to start all four players with identical hands. That way. 
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the game would turn exclusively on skill, and luck would be removed from the equation. 
Obviously, dealing a conventional deck to four players to insure each had the same starting 
hands would be laborious. To overcome that problem, Stanton developed his deck that 
used a color code or some distinctive card back to facilitate dealing. With his deck, each 
player would receive the same hand, although with different suits, and apparently the 
players would not know which suits the other players had. 

However, Stanton's cards are altogether different from AppHcant's 
invention. Stanton's card's have a particular pattern on their back to enable the dealer to 
distribute identical hands to four plavers . Stanton's cards have four patterns on the backs - 
- none of which provides the player any information about the suit or value of the card. 
Stanton did not separate the card value and suit and put the suit alone on one side of the 
card, as explained in Applicant's invention. Stanton, therefore did not anticipate, nor do 
his cards suggest Applicant's invention. 

Assuming arguendo that there was some motivation to combine Stanton 
and Hoyt (with or without Silliman), and there is none, the combined cards would be an 
unusable mishmash of cards that were not at all the same as Applicant's cards or games. 
If, for example, these cards were combined, Stanton's conventional cards with a coded 
back and Hoyt's cards either numbers 1 to 10 or 1 to 36 (with "0" and "00"), the deck 
would have either 38, 52 or 60 cards of an unclear design. Would the cards have suits? 
Would they have coded backs? Would they have numbers 1 to 10 without suits, or would 
they be 52 cards with the suits and value on one side, as in conventional cards, and marked 
backs. In sum, the combined cards would not be Applicant's innovative design. In all 
events, the combined cards would still not have the innovative feature that only the suits 
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are displayed when the cards are first dealt. 

In the November 28, 2003 Office Action, the Examiner stated that "[i]t 
would be obvious to deal cards in whatever shape that is desired since shape would 
constitute a design issue. Additionally, the dealing of cards in various shapes is well 
known in the art (e.g.. Memory cards are dealt in the shape of a square, in the game of 
Solitaire, cards are uUimately dealt in the shape of a triangle." Applicant is unfamiUar 
with "Memory" and the "Solitaire" game where cards are in the shape of a triangle.^ 

Applicant's diamond-shaped game is not purely a "design issue." Rather, it 
is: a novel arrangement of cards that enables an entirely new variation of poker with many 
new features. Specifically, it permits: multi-hand play, which is extremely popular in 
casinos; has common comer cards which itself adds challenging strategic decisions; 
permits players to exchange cards to improve their hands, which adds additional complex 
strategic decisions; is visually unique and should draw players in a crowded casino setting 
- and has a unique deck of cards never before used. No prior art reference suggests this 
novel combination of features. Additionally, none of the prior art references has the added 
feature of using the novel claimed cards. 

Applicant's invention considered as a whole is drastically different fi-om 
any cited prior art. Therefore, even if these references were combined (and there is no 
motivation to combine references in any case) the resulting game would not be the claimed 
invention. None of these references, Silliman. Stanton or Hoyt, discloses dealing cards : 



ma 



"When a rejection is based on facts within the personal knowledge of the examiner 
the data should be stated as specifically as possible, and the facts must be supported when' 
called for by the applicant, by an affidavit from the examiner. Such an affidavit is subject 
to contradiction or explanation by the affidavits of the applicant and other persons. See 37 
CFR 1.104(d)(2)." MPEP§ 2144.03. 



Serial No. 10/081,095 



15 



diamond shape, or exchanging cards, which further demonstrates that combining reference 
would not yield the claimed invention. See Rovka , supra . 

Although playing cards have existed for centuries, (see a medieval set of 
cards www.metmuseum.ore/collections/ 

viewl.asp?dep=7&full=l&item=1983%2E515%2El%2D52), and hundreds of patents 
exist related to cards and various card games, many of which have been cited by the 
Examiner, none is the same, similar, or provides any motivation whatsoever to develop 
Applicant's novel invention. Failure of others and long standing need are persuasive 
indicia of non-obviousness. See generally, WMS Gaming v. IGT, 1 84 F.3d 1339 (Fed. 
Cir. 1999). 

CLAIM 13 WAS NOT OBVIOUS 
In the November 28, 2003 Office Action, the Examiner stated: 

"[Silliman's] cards teach a value on one side and suit and value on the other, but fail to 

explicitly teach cards with a non-descriptive back." 

For the same reasons as discussed above, Silliman does not disclose cards 

with the suit on one side separated from the card value on the other side. It simply is not 

there. 

CLAIM 18 WAS NOT OBVIOUS 
To arrive at her conclusion that Claim 18 was obvious, the Examiner 

combined Moody and Silliman. 

In addition to the significant difference between the claimed invention and 

Silliman explained above, Silliman does not suggest any applicability to poker and Moody 
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does not disclose a game where the player selects from more than five cards to build a five 
card hand, histead, Moody repeats identical five cards hands multiple times. In Moody's 
game, the cards are "duplicated" from one hand to another. (See col. 1, lines 22-24). 

Moody does not disclose cards where the suit alone is displayed. 

Therefore, combining Moody with Silliman will not yield Applicant's 
invention, or anything close to this novel game. 



CLAIMS 19 -21 WERE NOT OBVIOUS 
The Examiner concluded the following: 

Claim 19 was obvious "as being method [sic] that is well known in the art." 
Claim 20 was obvious "as being well known in the art" 
Claim 21 was obvious "as being a mere issue of intended use." 
Claim 19 states: 

"A method of playing video poker comprising: 

(a) dealing cards from a deck of playing cards that have suits 
and a series of card values;- 

(b) having the cards disnlav the suit, but not the card value when 
dealt : 

(c) allowing a player to select one or more cards to form a poker 
hand; 

(d) after the plaver selects each card, displaving both the card 
value and suit of the card : 

(e) comparing the resulting hand to a paytable; and 
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(f) paying the player according to the paytable 
Claim 20 is dependant on Claim 19 and adds the limitation that some of the 
cards are conventional cards with non-descriptive backs (for the same reasons as described 
in Claim 2 above). 

Claim 21 is dependant on Claim 19 and adds that the cards are dealt in a 
diamond shape. 

As explained above, none of the prior art references disclose or suggest 
cards that "display the suit, but not the card value when first dealt." This key distinction 
alone prevents the claims from being held obvious. 

CLAIMS 22-24 WERE NOT OBVIOUS 
The Examiner rejected Claims 22-24 as obvious in light of the combination 
of Silliman, Hoyt and Moody. For reasons, explained in detail above, this combination of 
unrelated card games does not result in the claimed invention, and therefore cannot lead to 
a determination that the claimed invention was obvious. Rovka . supra . Moreover, by 
having the player use the suit information as part of the play. Applicant has changed the 
course of play to a new form of video poker. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicant believes his inventions were neither 
anticipated nor were obvious in view of the any cited prior art. Therefore, Applicant 
respectfully requests a favorable determination. 
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APPENDIX 

1. A method to play cards, where, each card has a suit and a card 
value, when each card is deaU it displays the suit but not the card value, and when a player 
selects a card both the suit and card value are displayed. 

2. A deck of playing cards, or an electronic representation of playing 
cards where some of the cards have the suit on one side but not the card value and both the 
suit and card value on the other, and the remaining cards are conventional cards that 
display both the suit and card value on the same side of the card and display neither the 
suit nor card value on the other side. 

3. A method to play a video poker game where cards are dealt from a 
deck comprising cards that have four suits and a series of card values; the cards are dealt in 
a diamond pattem, each of the four sides of the diamond forming a five card poker hand 
with three interior cards and two comer cards where some or all of the cards display the 
suit, but not both the suit and card value when dealt; the player is allowed to exchange 
cards between hands; after the exchanges, both the suit and card value of the cards are 
displayed; each hand is then compared to a paytable and the player is paid off according to 
the paytable. 

4. The method to play a video poker game of claim 3 where the comer 
cards are conventional cards dealt face down, the player is permitted to exchange some or 
all of the interior cards; after the exchange both the suit and card value of the interior cards 
are displayed; the comer cards are tumed face-up, and the player is paid off according to 
the paytable. 

5. A method to play a video poker game where two or more hands of 
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cards are dealt from a deck that has cards with four suits and a series of card values, where 
some or all of the cards display the suit, but not both the suit and card value when dealt, 
one or more bets can be placed, the cards then display both the suit and card value, and the 
player is paid off according to a paytable. 

13. A method to use playing cards, or an electronic representation of 
playing cards, for playing gambling card games like poker and blackjack where the cards 
have both suits and card values; when the cards are dealt the card's suit is displayed, but 
the card's value is not displayed; when a player selects a card both the card's value and the 
card's suit are displayed. 

18. The method of claim 13 where more than 5 cards are dealt and the 
player is required to select a five card poker hand from the dealt cards. 

19. A method of playing video poker comprising: 

(a) dealing cards from a deck of playing cards that have suits 
and a series of card values; 

(b) having the cards display the suit, but not the card value when 
dealt; 

(c) allowing a player to select one or more cards to form a poker 
hand; 

(d) after the player selects each card, displaying both the card 
value and suit of the card; 

(e) comparing the resulting hand to a paytable; and 

(f) paying the player according to the paytable. 

20. The method of claim 19 where some of the cards are conventional 
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with non-descriptive backs. 

21. The method of Claim 19, where cards are dealt in diamond pattern. 

22. The method of Claim 13, where cards are dealt in diamond pattern 
to play a poker-type game and where each side of the diamond is a separate hand; and the 
player is permitted to exchange cards from one hand to another, after the exchange the 
cards are compared to a paytable and the player is paid according to the paytable. 

23. The method of Claim 13, where cards are dealt in a diamond pattern 
and where each side of the diamond is a separate five card poker hand consisting of three 
interior cards and two comer cards; the comer cards are conventional cards dealt face 
down and are shared between adjacent hands; the player is given an opportunity to 
exchange interior cards between hands; after the exchange each hand is compared to the 
paytable and the player is paid according to the paytable. 

24. The method of Claim 13, where cards are dealt in a diamond pattem, 
where each side of the diamond is a separate five card poker hand consisting of three 
interior cards and two comer cards, which are shared between adjacent hands; the interior 
cards are conventional cards dealt face up and the comer cards display only the suit; the 
player is given an opportunity to exchange interior cards between hands; after the card 
exchange, the comer cards change to show both the suit and card value; each hand is 
compared to the paytable and the player is paid according to the paytable. 

25. The method of Claim 3 where the player is given the opportunity to 
exchange comer cards only. 



Serial No. 10/081,095 



22 



